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INTRODUCTION

The 1975 vocational education .congressional hearings were marked by concern

over the lack of reliable data regarding the vocational education enterprise.
‘Congress noted that existing Federal data on the natipn's.vocational education
system was inadequate to be used as the basis on which ejther to formulate, or
assess-the impact of, Federal policies for the support of vocational
education. This pirompted Congress to begin considering a national vocational
education data accounting and reporting system which would provide anéweks-to
four cnitical questions about vocational education activities. These

questions were as follows:

o Who is being served in vocational education programs?
0 What are they being served? )
0 What is accomplished?

. C What is the cost?

,Congress, using .Public Law 94-482 entitled the Education Amendments of 1976,

,'instructed the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) to develop,

. 1mp1ement and operate the Vocational Education Data System (VEDS) As

. £ e e ¢ e e e s e ———

mandated by legislation, the primary purpose of VEDS is to prov1de a8 national
reporting system to gerierate un1form data from the States to support the

/‘ decision- mak1ng actvities of Congress w1th respect to the establishment of
vocational educat1on po11c1es. Upon enactment of P.L. 94-432, NCES analyed
the congressional intent of this legislative mandate and initiated severa].
related activities which would lead to the solution of the problem of

designing and implementing the VEDS system.
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A central planning committee was established in October 1976 whose efforts
included the determination of Fesource needs identification of potent1a1 user
groups and identification of potential data collection and reporting overlaps
with existing survey efforts. The planning committee's efforts were
.complimented by meetings with State agency representatives to discuss data
collection timing and interfaces with other data systems. In March 1977 a
VEDS planning task force was formed for the purpose pf developing uniform
definitions for required data e1ements and to resolve issues between Federal -
and State agencies on reporting and record keeping requirements. Also
initiated in March 1977‘were a series of meetings with the Committee on
Evaluation.and Information»Systehs_(CEIS) designed to address issues related
to both data burden and the ability of States to provide accurate and reliable
data. In addition, the CEIS group provided input on (1) re1a£ed data
collection efforts, (2) existing State data cullection practices, and (3)

conceptual input on systems design.

Thus, these series of meetings served to identify and prioritize information
needs relevant to the vocational educat1on enterpr1se wh1ch in turn 1ed +o the
wdeterm1nat1on of a bas1c core“;f data quest1ons and assOC1ated information
e1ements wh1ch could meat the information needs. Initially, VECS was
comprised of the following three eomponents:

(1) Edueatienal Process Component -encompasses data co]?ectfon and

reporting on students’ enrollments and teachers' involvement in
vocational education; '

(2) Educational Finance Component. -collects and reports data relative.to
expenditures and facilities utilized for vocational education; and
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(3) Educational Impact Ccmponent -includes the collection and reporting of
data obtained from students and students' employers, where
appropriate, following their departure from vocational education
programs,

During August and September (1977), NCES let severa1 contracts'to selected
States as part of a feasiﬂi1ity sfudy designed to teét-the capacity of States
to obtain re1iab1e; accdrate data from local education agencies and
pdstsecondary.institutions usjng-the designed data elements and definitions.
States, involved in the feasibility study, wefe.se1ected based on their
reported capabi1it& or inability to provide data related fo'one of the three
compoﬁents of VEDS, Following the implementation of the fea51b111ty study,
NCES staff sooun realized that operational definitions and decisions were
necessary in order to implement data collection at the local level and to
ensure that compatible results would be achieved across States. Therefore,

the results of the feasibility stucy led NCES staff to refine and restructure
VEDS.

In Qctober_1978 a se;ies of four regional workshops were initiated. These
workghops were desinged to provide technical assistancp to States_qssuring
that. personnel from each State fully understood the reporting requirements of
the data system. Data collected by VEDS was initiated for the 1978-79 schoo]
year, however, data was reported on1y for portions of the data system. 1In
both the 1979-80 and 1980-81 school years, all data contained in the system

were collected.

Throughout these data collection efforts NCES has continually responded and

resolved system problems and continued the refinement of data collection forms
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and reporting procedures. furrently the VEDS system contains five reporting
components or purposes. These include: enrollment/completion reporting&

- completer/leaver foiiow-upfreporting;bemp1oyer follow-up reporting;
teacher/staff reporting: :=d financial reporting. 1In addition, data are

collected and reported by/level (i.e., secondary and postsecondary) for each

of these reporting purposes.

NCES has also undertakﬁz studies.which address issues or concerns related to

the burden placed on States in meeting the VEDS mandate as well as the qha]ity,

of data provided by S?ates. During 1980 NCES carr1ed out a study which
developed a cost/econﬁm1c model for the estimation of costs to the States
engendered by the VEDS reporting requirements. The model was p110t-tested by
nine States who supp}ied estimates from their files, in accordance with the
dictates of the mode{, of the'human and dollar costs of complying with the

VEDS mandate. Basgg on the pilot test results the model is to be refined.

/(
/!

.Also during 1980, NCES conducted an assessment of the implementation of VEDS
/ .

for the 1979-80 and 1980-81 reporting years. Thi: study was desinged to
/

assess the VEDS methcdology and data quality for each State. Some of the

results of this ftudy are reported in this paper.
I

/ \ ~ PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

NCES has wofked extensively with Federal, State, local, and various private
groups and agencies regérding‘the»deve1opment of a national vocational

education data system. This has enabled NCES to récognize the inconsistent
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relationships which exist amongfthese groups and agencies with respect to:

the type and amount of data coiiected, the definitions and forms used in data
collection, and the many other variables effecting a méaningful,comparison and
aggregation of data related to the voca;ionai education enterprise.- In
response to and in recognitidn of the responsibility to assure the quality of
data provided by the States énd'ferritories (hereinafter States), NCES
developed and implemented a,statémeht of work for the conduct of an assessment
of the implementations of VEDS. This'assessment, deﬁigned to enhance the
uderstanding of VEDS, had the sole purposequ asseﬁsind the VEDS methodology
and data quality for each State. The assessment resulted in the development

of a VEDS impiementation and operation status report for each State which

documented:

o The degree'of correspondence between.VEDS definitions and State
- definitions;

0 The degree of correspondence between VEDS data eiements and State data
elements;

0 The identification of a State's ability to prov1de data related to each
VEDS data requirement; and

o The quaiity and accessabiiity 6f'VEDS data.

ACQUISITION OF STATE PARTICIPATION

At the onset of the project, a letter was sent to each State Executive Officer -
of the Sole State Board for Vocationai.tduﬁation encouraging and requesting
participation in the study. iThe letter int]uded a8 request for all reiévant
State déta collection forms, instruments, definitions and instructions uséd by

secondary and postseconda ry institutions (PSI) in the collection of VEDS data




for the 1979-80 and 1980-81 reporting years. For States which did not respond
to the initial request, follow-up letters were mailed to the State Executive
Office.'s and State Directorﬁ\for Vocational Education. Finally, follow-up

telephone calls, encouraging_pérticipation in the study, were made when

appropriate.

RESPONSE RATE

State participatﬁon in the study was strictly voluntary. Fo1)owing the
request to all fifty-seven (57) States and Terrftorie#vfor materials relevant
to the collection and reporting of vocational education data to NCES,
matéria1s were received from fifty (87.7%) of the Statzs. The 50
participating States represent 86.8% of the tota]lvocationaT education
enroliment in the United States and Territories. The vocational education
enroliment’in the.non-participafing Stafes is approximately 2.25 million, It
éhou1d be noted that the findings and ‘conclusions présented, herein, are
exclusive of the VEDS instruments and procedures utilized in the seven
_non-respondfng States since evaluative judgements relevant to the VEDS data

¢collection/and reportfng procedures used in these States could not be made.

ANALYSIS PROCEDURES

‘Materials received from States were logged and referenced through the use of

an "ldentification Form" designed by project staff. This form, completed for
each State, served to synthesize all the materials provided by the States and

in turn, clearly delineated the scope of data collection and reporting
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materials relevant to individual States as well as across all States. The
entries noted on these forms provided a basis from which further analyses and
- conclusions were made, therefore, all analyses and conclusions identified are

Timited to the materials provided to project staff by the States.

lPrior to the analysis of materials project staff designed and developed a
detailed analysis pian. The.overa11 purpose df the analysis plan, modified
and approved by NCES, was  to brovide project staff.with a procedure which
identified the State's ability to provfde consistent dété related to the VEDS

data requirements. The analysis plan consisted of three steps.

First, a set of forms designed to address tﬁe VEDS data elements associated
with each of the five (5).VEDS reporting purposes and reporting levels, was
completed for each State. The formstéssisted project staff in the
identification and synthesis of State-spébific materials. This made it
possfb]e to answer the fo]iowing series of pertinent questions related to.each

VEDS data element for each State:

u Which State form{s) was/were used to collect the data?

0 To what extent did State definitons pertaining to a speC1 ic data
- requirement agree w1th VEDS defintions?

0 How were the State data elements or questions presented for data
~ collection?.

0 Were the State data elements linked in the same manner as the VEDS data
requ1rements7

0 Was there a State deficiency relative to specific VEDS data
requirements?

0 Was the State able to complete the specific data requirements?
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- Second, using the information gained from the answers to the above set of
questions,_a report was prepared for each State. Each State Speciffc Report
addressed: a) thé extent to which data collection was shared by mutiple
collection effbrts, b) missing links between State data elements, c) dégﬁ
linkajes that needed to be manipuiated possibly across several State fb#ms.or
several data elements, and d) areas of data deficiencies that were not
acknowledged by the State. Drafts of the State Speciric Reports were mailed
to the State Executive Officers and State Vocational Education Directors for

their review and reactions.

Finally, based on the written reactions t"the‘draft State Specific Reports,
each of the individual State specific analyses were updated and finalized. 1In
many cases additional materials were provided by the States which made it
necessary to re-ana1yze4the entire set of State materials based on the updated

information provided by States. Following re-analysis, a final State Specific

Report was prepared and mailed to the respe:tive State offices.

RESULTS OF THE INDIVIDUAL STATE ASSESSMENTS

The individual State assessments resulted in a number of fihdings. These
findings, identified and diséussed in the f011owing sections} are presented by
each pf the five VEDS reporting purposes.(i.e., enrollment/completion,
completer/leaver follow-up, employer follow-up, staffing and financié1). The
findings,'discussions and tab1es,.re1evant to each repbfting purpose, are

- based solely on the information pfovided by'the States that elected to

~ participate in the study.




A set of eight tables was prepared to highlight the findings relevant to each
VEDS réporting pupose. All numerical entries shown in these tables represent

actual counts of States.

Table 1 exhibits the numbers of States providing materials for analysis which
addressed the five VEDS reporting purposes for the 1979-80 and 1980-81

reporting years,

Table 2 shows the 1éve1 of aggregation (i.e., individual unit record, cfass
record, school/institution record, district record, and PSI record) uti]iéed
by the States in collecting data relevant to each VEDS reporting purpose for
the 1979-80 reporting year. Similarly, Table 3 was désignéd_to show the same

breakdowns relevant to the 1280-81 reporting year.

Tables 4 through 8 exhibit the major dafa concerns associated with each of the
VEDS reporting purposes and ths number of States whose VEDS data collection

and reporting procedures exhibit these data concerns. .

FINDINGS

Enrollment/Completion Reporting

For 1979-80 data co11ectfon'and reporting (see Table 1), 45 of the 50
participating States provided forms and/or procedures used at the secondary

—

;1eve1; and. 41 States provided forms for the postsecondary level. These
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findings/were slightly reduced to 42 (secondary) and 39 (postsecondary) for
 1980-81 reporting. Tables 2 and 3 exhibit the distributions of the number of
States by data aggregation level used in the collection and/or reporting of
VEDS data for the 1979-80 and 1980-81 reporting years. At the secondary
level, for the 1979—80 reporting year, 31 of the 50 participating States used
individua1 unit records for the collection of enro]1me;t/c6mp1etion data. The
rémaining States were fairly evenly distributed regarding the use of class,

- school, and district records. At the postsecondary 1eve1; 26 of the States
used indiQiduq1 unit records, 10 States used a PSI record, and 5 States used a
class level report. A very similar diétribution_kas found for 1980-81

reporting (see Table 3).

The widespread use of an individual unit record in data collection and
reporting was seen to provide Sfates with greater cbntro1 and was particularly
useful in defermining the State's capability to link enro11ment/comp1etioh

data on former students to data gathered in the completer/leaver and employer
follow=~up efforté. However, in cases where the State provided forms to

collect éggregaté counts of completers and enrollees it was not possibla to
determine how various iﬁst%tutions collected and aggregated data for this
reporting purpose. This was indicative of the genérai pro?}emjgf_y?tgrmfning
the uniformity of data collection when aggregate counts we;é :9p6?¥;d an&}ﬁgﬂ-w

“indication was given as to how the data were actua}]y gatherdd. This was"

particularly true when the State simply indicated that the NCES VEDS forms

were used for data collection.

|
\
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Table 4 exhibits a breakdown by reporting year and 1eve1 of the number of
States identified as having concerns regarding their ability to gather data

for particular VEDS reporting requirements. Major areas of concern were the
reporting of enrollments (a) b} legislative purpose, (b) by&type of
instructional settings, and (c) for students in non-follow-up programs. In
general, there was an increaﬁe in the number of States exhibiting no data
concerns across the 1979-80 and 1980-81 reporting years. Also, when each
indiQidua1 area of concern was examined, it was found that as a rule the

number of States exhibiting the concern declined.

The distinction between fg11ow-up énd Hon-fo11ow-up students demonstrates some
of the complexity introduced by the use of a definition which was inferpreted
difFerénf1y by aNsiiab1e number of St;tes. Often it was identified that a
student could be q1assified into the non-follow=-up group on the basis of grade
tevel (i.e., 9th, 10th) and program (e.g., Industrial Arts, Consumer and
Homemaking, Other NEC). However, this procedure does not c1as;ify students in
other programs which could lead to several "follow-up" programs. Rarely was a
student identified on an individual enrollment form as a non-follow-up
student. More frequently, a separate aggregate report was prepared-by schqo1s
for non-follow=-up enro11ment§. Many States did not addréss the issue at all.
This raised the-question of whether States reporté@d data Using a mon=standard-——
definition, or if such States did not have non-follow-up students who.cou1d-be
classified solely on the basis of grade level and program code. This génera1
issue of whethgr data we}e reported on a particular group of studeﬁts, or

i whether there were .no students in that group was applicable to other areas of

15

11 .




concern, such as legislative purpose and type of instructional setting.

Another general érea of concern was fhe reporting_of enrollments in
n.genera1ized types of programs (e.g., legislative purpose, type of
instructional setting, co-op programs, apprentice programs). These data
requirements were unlikely to be provided as attributes of individual students
on enrollment forms (especially legislative purpose and typebof instructional
setting). Generally, States indicated thét this information was obtained from
program description ihformation, and usually these materials were nct
provided. Items which were easily identifiable attributes of individua1
students at the time of enrollment (e.g., race/ethnic classification, seg;
USOE code, special needs, grade 1evei) were the most uniform in definition and

were provided by a1mdst all of the States participating in the study. The

only exception was the provision of "non-resident alien" enrollments.

At the postsecondary level, the issue of institutiona1 streaming (i.e.,
regionally accredited, State approved, and other postsécondary) often
complicated the analysis task. It was common for one form to be shared by"
several institutional streamsh(especiaiiy secondary” and adu]t-other
postsecondary), but often it waé difficult to identify to which streams a form
applied. Generally, it was not possfb1e to determine if the méterjé]s for a
particular poétsecondary stream were omitted beacuse it was not clear QH;E;

streams were in effect in the State. This may account for the generally lower

incidence of concerns for the postsecondary level.
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Completer/Leaver Follow-up Reporting

For the 1979-80 reporting year, 43 and 39 of the participating States (see

:}Tdble 1) provided completer/leaver data collection and reporting mechanisms
for the secondary and postsecondary reporting 1eve1s,'respective1y. In
reference to the 1980-81 reborting year (see Table 1), 34 of the participating
States provided secondary completer/leaver follow;up data collection

instruments and 32 States supplied postsecondary materials.

As shown in Table 2,‘fon both reporting levels in the 1979-80.repdrting year,
individual unit records»were used for data collection in a’majority of the
States. Specifically, 37 States for secondary reporting and 32 States for
postsecondary reporting. Of the forms provided for the 1980-81 féporting
year, only 4 States did not use individual records for secohdary reporting as
well as 4 States for'postsecondary reporting. It was genera11y found that
those States using individual unit records and incorporating an effective data

lTinkage procedure were less likely to exhibit data concerns.

In err one-half (23) of the States, there were no concerns found re]évantvto
the secondary reporting feve1 for the 1979-80 reporting year (see Table 5).
__.AI_IDe;pnsisecondanx_leyelwﬁopQLSJQ-80 reporting, close—to—one~hal-f—of--the——~——
States provided materials which satisfied all of the VEDS data requirements.
~A1Y of the VEDS data fequ1rements were satisfied by materials provided by 26

‘States for secondary reporting and 21 States for postsecondary reporting for

1980-81 (see Table 5)a
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In identifying the areas of concern at the secondary and postsecondary
reporting levels, the most freauent concern for 1979-80 and 1980-81 reporting
was how the Sfandard Occupational Classification (SOC) codes ware assigned for
VEDS reporting followed by the identification of leaver Status. Those States
exhibiting this concern did not give any indication as to the classification
of students' empibyment areas by the SOC categories needed for VEDS reporting.
Many States for which this concern was not noted confirmed that SOC categories
were manually assigned at the State or local level in accordance with the -
former student's job title and description. -
The second major area of concern exhibited by Sta;es addressed the leaver
status VEDS data requirement. This VEDS requirement was defined differently
for the two reporting years. For 1979-80, States were to classify leavers by
the percentage of the program completed for VEDS reporting (i.e., compieted'
over 50% of the program or completed 50% or less of the program). For 1980-81
VEDS reporting, this percentage breakdown was not necessary, thereforg
explaining the reduction in this concern category from 1979-80 to 1950-81.

The concerns that were noted for 1980-81 reporting relate only to those Sfates
which ﬁid not distinguish program leavers from'those who completed the

program,

The problem of linkage, most apparent at the postsecondéry level for the

1

- 1979-80 reporting year, was solved by many States through the use of 1)
student identification numbers, 2) pre-coded data collection forms, and 3)
computer master files kept for each student. The States exhibiting this

concern did not identify now the former students' enrollment/completion data
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were linked to the completer/leaver follow-up data for VEDS reporting. in

addition, at the postsecondary levei for the 1980-81 reporting year, the
reporting of completer/leaver follow-up dagﬁnon non-resident aliens was the

most frequent area of concern. ///

Employer Follow-up Reporting

As exhibited in Table 1, 35 Stqfés and‘32 Stétes provided employer follow-up
materials for use at the secodﬁary and postsecondary reporting levels,
respectively for the 1979-80 reporting year.b For 1980-81 reporting, 23 States
and 31 States providéd empvéyer:fo11ow-up materials for use at the secondary
and postsecondary reportjqé Heve]s, respectively., As shown in Table 2, al}
but one State provided 1979-80 secondary materials which utilized individual
unitvrecords for the coT]ectiSn of employer follow-up data. At the
>postsecondary reporting level for 1979-80 reporting, all of the Stafes
utilized individual unit records, with the exception of one State using a PSI
record; For 1980-81 reporting (see Table 3) all of the secondary and
postseconqary materials provided uti]izéd individuai unit records with the
exception of one State, at each reporting 1gve1, which.co11ected data using

school/institution records.

A summary of'the areas of coqtern for this reporting purpose is exhibited in
Tab1e~6. ApproXihate]y one-h%]f of the States provided materiaTs which
safisfied all of the VEDS datalrequireménts for bofh reporting years and
levels. It should be noted that all of the employer follow-up forme provided
inc]udéd all of the employee rating itehs necessary for VEDS répqrting.

17
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The major areas of concern were (é) undefined procedures for conducting the
_fo]]ow-up (e.g., unclear as-to which streams the form applied), (b) how thé
employer fo]]éw-up data'were Tinded to enrollment/completion data for VEDS
reporting, (c) the idehtification of those former studeA;s who left the

program prior to completion, and (d) the reporting of non-resident aliens by

- the employer rating item responses (applies to postsecondary only).

The central concern related fo employer follow-up was the linkage df data from
employee rating items and scales, to employment status data from the
completer/leaver report and to demographic and completion data from the
enrollment/completion report. Most commonly, a student identification number
was used to link the employer follow-up form with the necessary student data.
In some cases the employer follow=-up survey was pre-coded with the necessary
student demographic and completion data without including any student
‘identifiers. Tn these cases, no further linkage to enro]]ment/cqmp]etion déta

was necessary for VEDS reporting.

The classification of the former students employgr ratings by leaver status
(i.e., completed over 50% or completed 50% or less of the program) was changed
for 1980-81 VEDS'reporting to the general category of leavers. This factor
would partially gxpTain the reduction of concerns in this area from 1979-86 to
1980-81, Finally, the bréakout of non-resident alien (postsecondary only)
employer follow-up data was not required for 1979-80 VEDS reporting, but was
introduced by NCES for 1980-81 reporting which explains the increasé ithHe

~number of Stateé exhibiting this concern.

/
/
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Teacher/Staff Reporting

The analysis of stafFing_materia1s provided by the participating State was
generally found to be %n agreement with VEDS-datahreqﬁirements and procedures.,
For 1979-80 reporting, 40 States addressed this reporting purpose at the
secondary level and 36 States provided materials for postsecondary reporting
(see Table 1). For 1980-81 reporting, 35 participatin§ States provided
materia1s’which addressed sécondary-reporting and 32 States provided data
collection and report%ng materials relevant to‘postsecondary reporting (see

Table 1).

The primary data aggregation 1gve1 was found to be 1nd%vidua1 unit records for
both secondary and postsecondary reporting for both the 1979-80 and 1980-81
reporting years (see Tables 2 and 3), However, a few States collected data
using a class record, school record, or district record. In-addition,
postsecondary staffing data was collected through the use of PSI records by 9
States for 1979-80 reporting and 6 States for 1980-81 reporting. Generally,
the PSI record was used when States=proJided the actual NCES VEDS forms to
postsecondary institutions in the collection and reporting of data for this
VEDS purpose.

/
Table 7 exhibits the major ares of concerns associated with the VEDS staffing
reporting pufpose by reporting year and level. The primary ;oncernfre]ated to
: both secondary and postsecondary reporting,»for both years, Qas the

identification of "Other Staff." This concern was identified most frequently

17
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when States did not provide forms or indicate the data collection procedures
used to obtain informaticn related to non—instructional staff (i.e., local
administration/cupervisory, local brogram/support, and State
administrétion/supervisory). A primary concern relevant to both reporting
years, but applicable only to postsecondary reporting, was the collection of
information on staff designated as part-time. In addition, several States
exhibi ted déta concerns.re1ated‘to the ccilection of information regarding the
race/ethnic designation and/or sexﬂdesignatidn of staff. Finally, several
States did not provide ¢learly defined procedures for the collection and
reporting of staffing information relted to various postsecondary streams
(i.e., regionally accredited, and/or State abproved) or the identification of
the appropriate USOE program codes. These latter concerns are summarized in .

Table 7 under the concern category of "undefined procedures."

Overall, the data collection and reporting procedures related to this VEDS
reporting purpose were judged to be one of the strongest elements of the VEDS
system. It is beleieved that this overall strength stems form the States'
ability to tie into existing data collection procedures, since most
educational institutions maintain individual records on their existing staff.

" Financial Reporting

Table 1 exhibits the number of States which provided materials pertinent to
financial reporting. For fiscal year 1980 reporting, 35 and 34 of the States
provided financed materia1s for use at the secondary and postsecondary leveis,

respetively. For fiscal year 1981 reporting, 30 and 28 of the States provided

financial materials for use at the secondary and postsecdndary levels,
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respectively. Several factors were noted in acconunting for the 1arge number
‘of part1c1pat1ng States which did not proa1de financial materials. F1rst a
number of States jndicated that all vocat1ona1 education funding, a11ocat1on,
tracking, and financial recordkeeping was conducted "in-house" at the SEA
level and that there was no need to contact LEA's for financial data. 1In some
cases, when LEA financia1 data were requested, States indicated that VEDS
forms were uSEd and consequently no State forms were provided for analysis.

“ Second, the fact that separate financial and vocational education agencies may
exist at the State level and that vocational education financia] reporting may
be merged with other financial reporting, not re1ated to VEDS, may account for

some States' failure to provide the requested finaricial materials.

~ As exhibited in Table 2, fiscal year 1980 secondary level financial data was
aggregated for reporting by school records (used by 6 States) and district
records (used by 20 States) A11 34 States providing postsecondary financial
forms for fiscal year 1980 utilized PSI records. At the secondary- level, for
fiscal year 1981 (see Table 3); seven States used school records and 23 States
dsed district records as the aggregation level for reporting financial data.
A1l 28 States providing postsecondary. forms for fiscal year 1981 reporting

~utilized | PSI records.,

Table 8 summarjzes the areas of concern identified by the analysis of the

~ State financia1vmateria1s provided. No concerns-wefe noted for 23 States at
the secondary level and 22 States at the postsecondary level, for fiscal year
r1980 repor..nq. For fiscal year 1981 resorting, no concerns were noted for 23

States at the secondary level and 23 States at the postsecondary level.
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The primary area of concern was the "Instructions/Procedures Missing"
category. Th’s area of concern was evident for 1980 and 1981 fiscal year
reporting at both secondary and postsecondary levels. This concern arose when
insufficient information was provided for the identification of project or

program funding sources.

Thus, Qithouﬁ an explanation of the codes used to'classify project or program
funding sources it was not possib1e to identify what Section 110, 120, 130,
340, 150, or 102(d) expenditures were to be reported by the materials
provided. In addition, concerns arose when no materials at all were provided
by the States which addressed one or more reporting categories such as the
.Section 110, 120, 130, 140, 150, and 102(d) expenditures or-the
programs/services/activities expedditures detailed therein. Finally, concerns
were also noted when statué of funds (e.g., Federal vs. an-?edera1, net
outdays, etc.) could not be identified, or when financia1 collection and

reporting materials were not provided relevant to the regionally acredited

stream.

Tndeed, the‘1arge number of States for which no concerns by reporting level
and year-were noted, reflects the fact that the financial ana?&ses_conducted
could only outline the presence of a financial accounting system for |
vocational education which collected data on some or all of thefpfograms,

services, and activities and status of funds categories required by VEDS. In

2%

© 20




these cases, it was not possible to conduct an in-depth analysis of the

procedures and identify the strengths andgweaknesSes of these systems based

solely on the materials provided.

CONCLUSIONS

é Materials that were provided by the States varied extensively in detail and
scope. Project staff reccived various numbers of forms from each paricipating
State, Eanging from a minimum of two to a maximum of forty. Also, it was
found that the materials provided by the States addressed data collection and
reporting procedures associatod with the entire VEDS system for both the
1979-80 and 1980-81 reporting years, but in many cases the materials addressed
only portions of the VEDS required data elements related to rep&rting levels

(secondary and postsecondary) and reporting years (1979-80 and 1980-81),

Overall, there was a génera1 decline across reporting years in the materials
provided by States relative to each of the VEDS reporting purposes. HoweVer,_
communication received from the States indicated that in many cases the
1980-81 fonmsmhad_notnyetwbéen'ﬁinalized at the time they were Fequested.
Overall, it was apparent that progress is being madé toward satisfying the

VEDS data requirements:

.Most States ufi1ized“individua1 urit records in the collection and reporting
of data for all but the financial VEDS reporting_purpose. It was believed
that the use of fndividua] unit records provided the States better control and

[
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flexibility in regard to their VEDS collection and reporting procedures.
Enrollment/completion data co11ectipn and reporting was determined to be the
.most crucial VEDS reporting purpose. ThetindividUa1vunit records gdenerated
for this reporting purpose provided, in many cases, the basis for reporting
completer/leaver and employer follow-up data. Therefore, the strenghts and
weakne§ses noted for énro11ment/comp1etion data most often carried over to
competgr/1eaver and employer follow-up data. In addition several States are
in the process of incorporating computerized systems, which will store data on
individual students which can be retrieved for VEDS reporting. Once these
systems are °  operation data collection will become more effective and,fewér
data concer: ‘11 be exhibited. |

The major data weaknesses noted for enro1imént/comp1ition data were:
non-follow=-up enrollments, enrollments by legislative purpose, type of
instructional setting, special needs and non-resident alien enrollments. It
is interesting'to note that these data concerns were not associated with the
individual unit recofds.used to collect enrollment/completion data. Most
oftén, StafeQ désigned special forms to gather aégregate counts related to
these data requirement and therefore; it was often unclear how this

information was gathered or linked to the individual unit records.

The two major data concerns associated with the completer/leaver fo1iow-up
reporting purpose were the identification of SOC codes and non-resident alien
information. The materials provided by the States most often did not detail
how SOC codes were identified re1atfve to the former student employment

activities. As previously noted, many States exhibited data concerns related




to the identffication of non-resident alien enro11ménts wﬁich in turn made it
difficult to ascertain how this group of former students is inc1u&e&'in
follow-up activities for VEDS reporting purposeé. Likewise,'thé non-resident
alien data concern carried over to the emp]oyer'fo1jow-up activities for the
aforgmentioned reasons. An additional data conern relative to emp]oyer
follow-up was the unclear linkage of individuai employer fo]lowfup data to
enh%§1ment/comp1etion data and/or completer/leaver follow-up data. This
.linkage was often important in order to obtain individual demdgraphic data

needed for VEDS,reporting.

The materials provided by the States and associated with the VEDS staffing
reporting purpose proved to be one of the most complete. The individual unit
records uti1ized'most often by the States met most of the VEDS data
requirements. However, data concerns arose for most States in determining how
information was obtained about "other (non-instructional) staff" and staff who

were employed on a part-time basis.

Contrqry to staffing, the financial reporting materials provided by the States
prdved to te the most ambiguous. States mosf often collected financial data
using district'aggregate*recordS”and/or“PSI“aggregate*records;“”this'résd]fed-
in data concerns associated with the determintation of expenditures (i.e.,
sections 110,°120, 130, 140, 150, and 102(d))and status of funds (e.g.,
Federal vs. Non-Federal put]ays, net outlays). These major data concerhs
arose frequent]y.since it was impossible to ascértain what district and/o-

Sfate codes meant or how these codes were used to classify project or program

funding sources.
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TABLE 1.

NUMBER OF PARTICIPATINC STATES PROVIDING MATERIALS
BY REPORTING PURPOSE, REPORTING YEAR, AND REPORTING LEVEL

1979-80 1980-‘81

Secondary Postsecondary Secondary Postsecondary ™

Reporting Purpose

Enrol Iment/Comp et jon s ) b 0y
Conpleter/Leaver

Fol low-up ) 43 39 3 32

Enployer Follow-up 35 32 3 31

Staffing | 4o 36 B 32

" Financial 35 3 30 28 '

“Fifty of the fifty-seven States and Territories elecled to participate in the study,

9 | - | .

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ERIC - 28



TABLE 2 | o

NUHBER OF PARTICIPATING STATES® PROVIDING MATERIALS FOR 1979-80 8y |
REPORTING PURPOSE, REPORTING LEVEL, AND DATA AGGREGATION LEVEL '

Secondary | ~ Postsecondary
Total | Total
Individual ~ Class  School  District Providing | Individual Class-———PSt-——Providing-
Unit Record Record Record -Record  HMaterials | Unit Record Record  Record  Materials

Reporting Purpose | | |

Enrollnent/Completion 3 | b 3 5 s 26 ) 10 b
Conpleter/Leaver |

Fol low-up 3 - } 2 i N SRR B
ploer folloew % - . g S T I
Saffing R R I T T
‘Finéncial | ~ - by 3 - RIS 3h

“Fifty of the Fifty-seven States and Territories electedﬂto participate in the study.




TABLE 3

NUMBER OF PARTICIPAT ING STATES* PROVIDING MATERIALS“FbR‘I980-81 BY
REPORT NG PURPOSE, REPORTING LEVEL, AND DATA AGGREGATION LEVEL

Secdndary | Postsecondary
“individaal " Class School T District Providing| Individual  Class  BS| Providing
Unit Record Record Record  Record  Materials | Unit Record Record Record  Materials
Reporting Purpose
~ Enrol Iment/Conpletjon 3 3 } 4 2 26 5 i 29
Eomplefér/Leaver
Follow=up , N 2 ) 3 8 - b 1Y
Employer Follow-up o - l - 33 X0 : ] 3
Staffing n o 1 35 ) | h
‘Financial - . Py ] 23 30 - - 28 28
/
{

\

*Fifly of the fifty-seven Sates and Territories elected to participate in the study.




TABLE &

NUMBER OF PARTICIPATING STATES: EXHIBITING CONCERNS RELATED TO TNE
ENROLLMENT/COMPLET ION
REPORTING PURPOSE BY REPORTING YEAR AND REPORTING LFVEL

T H,w”mmwmiééaré}nﬂmwmm.M“MNWNNWFWHnm

- Secondary Postsecondary Secondary . Postsecondary
Hajor Area of Concern
Completion Status 3 , 3 5 3
Non-fd1low~uélEnrollments I § 5 :
Legislative Purpose . 8 13 13 " |
~ Type Instructional Setting 12 o 9 I 5
y Co-op Enrollments 2 3 2 b
Special Needs by
Instructional Setting 5 ! [ }
Special Needs
(some or all missing) 14 9 ! L
Procedural Questions ! 5 5 A
Consumer and | ‘
Homemaking Programs - 2 -1 " |
USOE Codes - 2 i
Race/elhnic by Sex .' 3 I | 3 I
Grade Level - N/A o /A
Mon-resident Alien WA 16 A 9
Recognition Status N/A 9 -~ MA .5
3

1

M- ot Applicable

'lEC fty of the flfty seven States and Telrltmles elected to partlclpate I the study.

f
O s . Il

34
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TABLE 4 (Cont'd)

-
l

NUMBER OF PA!TICIPATING STATES* EXHIBITING CONCERNS RELATED T0 1HE
ENRDLLMENT/COMPLETION

REPORTING PURPOSE BY REPORTING VEAR ND REPORTING LEVEL

- 1979-80 - o 1960-81
Secondary‘ | Postsecondary | Secondary Postsecondary
- Major Area of Concern _ \ /

: Vo ; | ‘
Apprentice Enrollments N/ 5 // N/A 5
Sublevels Missing | y ,/K . .

(0PS, SA, or RA) NN ‘ﬁ/' N/A | 4
Number of States :

Providing Forms 1) | b b 39
Number of States ; ‘ : '

Exhibiting No Concerns =~ 13 i 20 16
Ju

A - Not Applicable

EKCH

o | LY OF the frfty seven. States aml Terrltores eiected to participate In the study,
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TABLE 5

NUMBER OF PARTICIPATING STATES* EXHIBITING CONCERNS RELATED TO THE
- COMPLETER/LEAVER FOLLOW-UP

REPORTING PURPOSE BY' REPORTING YEAR AND REPORTING LEVEL

1979-80 1980-81

Secondary  Postsecondary Secondary. Postsécondary

Major Area of Concern
SO0C Categories - 1 7 5 5
Hititary Employment Status 6 5 - I
Average Hourly Wage 5 3 - !
Leaver Status ] b I 2
Linkage | 3 b 2 l
USOE Codes | 3 | ! - -
Noh;resident Alien - R - T
Undéffned'Procedures : - | 1 - 2

| Comp[etion Status N [ ] !
Special Needs - l | - | -
Race/ethnic Designation - | - e i
Sex lesignat ion - - e -
Recognition Status - N - - "2
Nunber of States . b3 ¥ ' 3“ 3

Providing Forms | |
:Number of States 23 19 26 21

Exhibiting No Concerns

a

I

- ERIC ifty of the fifty-seven States and Territorles elected to participate In the study,
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TABLE 6

I NUMBER OF PARTICIPATING STATES* EXHIBITING CONCERNS RELATED TO TIE

EMPLOYER FOLLOW-UP
REPORTING PURPOSE BY REPORTING YEAR AND REPORTING LEVEL

1979-80 . - 1980-31
Secondary Postsecondary Secondary Postsecondary
Major Area of Concern
Undefined Procedures ) 5 | 3
Linkage , 3 | 3 T |
Leaver Status | 3 3 I I
USbE fodes | 1 | | ‘] ]
Non-resident Alien - [ - ' 3
Special Needs - L | o _ ]
Race/ethnic Designation - - ] - B}
Completion Stalds ~ - - | -
Sex Designation | - | - | .-
Number of States “
Providing Forms - 35 32 | 33 31
Number of States | o | .
Exhibiting No Concerns 2] b 28 16

40

|fty of the fifty- Seven States and Ter|torles elected to participate In the study



TABLE 7

NUMBER OF PARTICIPATING STATES® EXIIBITING CONCERNS RELATED T0 THE
STAFFING ‘ \ |

REPORTING PURPOSE BY REPORTING YEAR AND REPORTING LEVEL

1979-80 1980-81
Secondary Postsecondary Secondary Postsecondary

Major Area of Concern
Other Staff |

(Non-instructional) 8 6 6 4
Parf-lime Status N/A 1 _ N/A ]
Réce/Ethnic DeSignatioﬁ 2 3 . 2 | 2

. Sex Designation | 2 1 I

Undefingd'P}ocedures l 5 ] - )
Numbér Staté§“*. |

Providing Forms . 40 16 15 12
Number of States L

Exhibiting No Concerns 5. 17 24 18

4] - | | | | |
A} ‘ ‘ . ’ 42

G"'A - Not Applicable | . -
ERICIfty of the Fifty-seven States and Territorles elected to participate In the study,
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TABLE 8

NUMBER OF PARTICIPATING STATES* EXHIBITING CONCERNS RELATED TO TIE
FINANCIAL STATUS REPORT
REPORTING PURPOSE BY REPORTING' YEAR AND REPORTING LEVEL

1979-80 1980-81

Secondary Postsecondary Secondary Postsecondary

MaJor Area of Concern

Instructioﬁ;/procedures
Hissing 6 ' ] 4 h

Missing reporting categories
(e.9., Section 110, 120,
130, 140, 150, and 102(d)
expend i tures) b 5 2 !

Status of Funds breakdowns

- missing (e.q., Federal vs.
Non-Federa’ outlays, net ; N
outlays, etc.) - 2 i 2 2 R

" Regionally Accredi ted |
Reporting Stream Missing- N/A 2 N/A 2

Nmeer of States ' g -
Providing Forms 39 o 3h . 30 28

Number of States ] .
Exhibiting No Concerns - 23 | 22 , 23 3

‘ H I . ' ' §
m[ . “A ¥
. . |

4\’ . . \ k

]

. e | \;\‘ : S
N/A - Mot Applicablé | LT N .
LS

Lty

ERICFifty of the fifty-seven States and Territories elected to_,'_lpar';tlclpe;te I the study,



